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Filion; Prof. J. Locke; Dean A. Emery. 
Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 9:30 a.m. Dr. O'Brien explained that 
because of the lengthy Agenda, he proposed to begin the meeting, 
notwithstanding the fact that we were still a few members short of a 
quorum. Also, since not all of the members of the Senate Appeals 
Committee, (Agenda Item II), had yet arrived, consideration of that Item 
would be postponed until somewhat later in the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Chairman's Remarks 


In presenting and explaining the Provisional Operating Budget, Fiscal 
1982-83, (document US-82-6-D13), Dr. O'Brien advised that the document 
was being tabled in response to a request that was made at the last Senate 
meeting. He further advised that because of the strained world in which we 
live, where financial conditions continue to evolve, it was conceivable that 
the Provisional Operating Budget, which has been approved by the Board 
of Governors, might have to be revised at a later date. Nonetheless, at this 
point, this was the Budget that has been established. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there was another matter which he wished to 
comment on, which had an obvious relationship to budgets and salaries. 
The matter in question was the current proposals of the Government of 
Quebec, which has been very much in the news over the past month or so. 
He stated that the Budget Speech set out the Government's general 
intentions rather clearly with respect to its own employees, but at the same 
time only passing references were made with respect to the Universities 
being required to follow the same lines; i.e., the Speech, as such, did not 
include anything sufficiently specific to really throw much light on the 
detailed way in which this will affect universities. He stated however, that 
the Government has now tabled Bill 70, which was more specific and 
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should be of interest to members of Senate, particularly the provisions of 
Chapter 3., which applies to the Universities and private educational 
institutions in Quebec which receive Government subsidies; i.e., those 
groups where the Government itself is not a direct signatory to labour 
agreements. He advised that Chapter 3., states, with respect to any labour 
agreement in effect on May 26, 1982, that Universities are required to start 
negotiations in good faith within 15 days, to revise the labour agreement to 
accomplish the same goal set out for the public sector. Moreover, in the 
event that the parties involved have not been able to reach an agreement by 
October 15, 1982, to amend salaries in a downward direction, Article II 
provides that the Government could, by decree, extend the agreements and 
set the salaries in the same fashion as has been proposed for public services. 
This Article affects many of the other universities to a considerable extent, 
but only affects Concordia marginally, because we have relatively few 
employees who are covered by a Parizeau style labour agreement already in 
effect as of May 26, 1982 or earlier. However, what did affect Concordia 
was Article 18, which essentially states that in spite of any conflicting 
disposition of any law, regulation, budgetary rule, directive or instruction, 
the Government may, without any other formality, establish or modify by 
decree, the amount of any subsidy that it pays to any employer to whom 
Chapters 2. and 3. apply, in order to take account of the reductions in costs 
that the present law proposes and in order to ensure, if it is deemed 
necessary, the realization of comparable reductions in the case of an 
employer who is not bound by a collective agreement. In other words, the 
Government will adjust the grant to the University to ensure that it has only 
enough money to pay the kind of salary increases, over the 12 month period 
as a whole, that are in accordance with the Government policy. 


Finally, with respect to Article 18., Dr. O'Brien stated that it was fairly 
obvious that the intent of the Government was to reduce the grants to the 
Universities to make sure that they pay only salaries at the level that accords 
with Government policy, but how that calculation was actually going to be 
made was infinitely more difficult to grasp than the simple reading of the 
Law itself would indicate. He advised that the Department of Education was 
well aware of and honestly concerned with the problems and complexities 
involved, but the University has had no word up to the present time on the 
outcome, in terms of the actual calculations. 


Question Period 


In response to a question as to what the Government might consider a 
tolerable deficit, Dr. O'Brien advised that Government policy used to define 
a tolerable accumulated deficit as being 5% of the operating budget, which, 
insofar as Concordia University was concerned, would be in the order of 
five to six million dollars. However, a year ago the Government withdrew 
from committing itself to that 5% rule. He predicted that Concordia's 
deficit, in terms of the audited statements as of May 31, 1982, would be 
under 5%, but if the deficit proposed in document US-82-6-D13 was then 
added to that, our deficit would be over 5%. While the Government's 
formal position was that no deficit was really tolerable, in his opinion in this 
particular era, the Government was going to end up tolerating deficits higher 


than 5%. He further stated that it would be meaningless for the Government 
simply to decree that the deficit was intolerable, unless of course, the 
Government was prepared to do something about it. What was more 
significant, was at what point does the bank decide that the deficit was 
intolerable. Such a decision would be taken partly in terms of the absolute 
size of the deficit, but much more in terms of what the trends of the 
operation seems to be and in terms of whether the Government would be 
likely to bail the University out. However, there was not really that much 
indication as to where that point might come. 


In response to a question concerning item |. under Salary Policy (document 
US-82-6-D 13), vis-a-vis the negotiation process, Dr. O'Brien advised that 
there was no particular direct relationship between the two. He explained 
that in drawing up this budget, the presumption has been made that for last 
year (1981/82), the salary increases will be 12.3%, i.e. this is the 
presumption under which the figures on page 2 were calculated. However, 
if the salary level in 1981/82 turned out to be more than 12.3%, the 
implications would be that the estimated-deficit shown on page 2, would 
become larger. On the other hand, if the salary level for 1981/82 came in at 
less than 12.3%, the estimated deficit for 1982/83 would be smaller than the 
figure shown. He further stated that the figure of 12.3% was not simply 
pulled out of the air. Rather 12.3% was the actual final figure for employees 
in many sections of the University and in fact the only area where there was 
not a final figure for 1981/82 was the full-time professors, through CUFA, 
where there was as yet no agreement and negotiations were still going on. 


With respect to the negotiations, Dr. O'Brien advised that they were well 
advanced and in his opinion, it would be physically possible for the parties 
to reach an agreement within a relatively short time, because most of the 
clauses in the agreement have now been gone over, the positions are well 
known, and in fact many of them have already been agreed upon, except for 
the monetary clauses, which are always the last ones to be negotiated. 
Basically, he anticipated that an agreement would be reached, at which point 
the salaries would be paid. On the other hand, he stated that he did not think 
that there would be an interim salary agreement or an interim salary 
payment. 


Dr. O'Brien also reported on the current status of the Development 
Campaign with respect to Alumnae donations and on the Peat Marwick 
Study on Mission and Strategy for the '80s. 


Dr. Breen announced that faculty members would be receiving a letter from 
him in the coming week, asking them for donations to help defray the 
expenses which Concordia's international students were experiencing as a 
result of the substantial increase in student fees. He expressed the hope that 
all faculty members would be both generous and fast in their response to 
that request. 


In response to a question as to whether there was any truth to a rumour that 
negotiations with CUFA have now gone to arbitration, Dr. O'Brien stated 
that unless CUFA has asked for arbitration within the last few hours, the 


rumour was false. He explained that some weeks ago the union asked for 
conciliation, which has now been going on for the past several weeks. 
While it was possible for either side to ask for arbitration at any point, such 
a request would not be automatically accorded. Rather the conciliator would 
submit a report which would then be studied and a decision taken as to 
whether or not arbitration was appropriate. He further explained that if 
arbitration is asked for and is then accorded, it would undoubtedly be a 
good many months before the arbitrator's report is handed down and until 
that report is handed down, there would be no settlement. 


In response to a question concerning Senate's role with respect to financial 
matters, Dr. O'Brien stated that formally speaking, Senate has no 
responsibility and no role in financial matters. However, he explained that 
there was a provision in the Powers of Senate whereby Senate may make 
comments on any aspect of University operations, including financial 
matters and the budget, and forward those comments to wherever it may be 
appropriate, which, insofar as the Provisional Operating Budget -Fiscal 
1982-83, was concerned, would either be to himself or to the Board of 
Governors. He further stated that he did not think that the recent change in 
the terms of reference and the name of the Senate Committee on Priorities 
and Resource Allocation, makes a significant difference, or as much 
difference as it might appear to make superficially, in the situation. 
Furthermore, there was a distinction to be made between the responsibility 
for financial decisions and the right to insist on detailed financial 
information, and the right to intervene in operations, areas where Senate 
formally doesn't have a role and has never organized itself to have any 
significant informal activity; versus a situation of awareness of the financial 
facts and realities and taking account of these facts in the decisions that are 
made. For example, the Committee on Academic Development presumably, 
in dealing responsibly with academic development, will do so in terms of a 
knowledge of the financial realities of the University and of the 1980's. The 
same thing could also be said of many other areas of Senate's decisions. To 
this end, Senate, in making decisions to approve or suppress academic 
programmes, could expect to receive relevant feedback from the Committee 
on Academic Development, particularly with respect to resource allocation. 
However, he cautioned that his observation has been that whenever Senate 
discusses such matters, there has been the expectation that there will be 
input to Senate and reports from its committees, recommending on the basis 
of existing financial realities, either for or against, a given proposal. There 
was also an expectation that Senate will receive from its committees, some 
kind of detailed analysis on where the University was spending its money, 
where it was wasting its money or where it could be more efficient, etc., 
etc. In his opinion, it would be quite possible for the Committee on 
Academic Development and other sources as well, to present reports which 
contain elements relative to the first kind of expectation. On the other hand, 
he did not see any practical process in being at the moment that would lead 
to reports of the second kind. 
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Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. Singer, Provost, Division IV, Faculty of Arts and Science, presented 
and explained the Report of the College Evaluation Committee, (document 
US-82-6-D2), which was considered and approved at the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council meetings of April 22 and May 7, 1982. The Report was 
being tabled at Senate for information. He advised that the decision of the 
Evaluation Committee was that both units, i.e., the Centre for Mature 
Students and the Simone de Beauvoir Institute, should be continued, but 
with certain modifications. He also stated that his expectation was that when 
all "colleges" have gone through the review process for the first time, which 
would be three years from now, a formal report would be presented to 
Senate, along with a suggestion that the "colleges" be governed by the other 
undergraduate programme review mechanisms that have been established in 
the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


It was announced at 10:20 a.m. that there was a quorum. 


Approval of Minutes 


Concerning the minutes of the Senate meeting of March 26, 1982, it was 
noted that the mover of the second motion of page 2, was Prof. Giguere, 
rather than Prof. Ripstein as recorded. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CURNEW, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF 
MARCH 26, (AS CORRECTED), AND APRIL 23, 1982, BE 
APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 

Announcement 

Dr. O'Brien announced that this being an all day meeting, the usual 
arrangements have been made for Senators to use the PSBGRI Cafeteria for 
lunch. In order to fit in with the Cafeteria schedule, he proposed, and it was 


agreed, that the meeting be adjourned for lunch at 12:30 p.m. 


OPEN SESSION 


Curriculum 


Faculty of Commerce and Administration 


Prof. Wills, in presenting the proposed Major in Industrial Relations, 
(document US-82-6-D4), noted the following corrections: 


Page 6, Section II, B., 1.,b. - Soci 200 - changed to Soci 280; 

Page 7, Section III, B., 3., - add under Pre-Requisite taken for 
Econ 381-"Commerce Core- Year 1" 

Page 7, Section III, B., 3., - Soci 200, changed to Soci 280; 
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Page 7, Section III, B., 3., - Soci 303 - changed-to Soci 343. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from UCCC, (Section 
C., page 2, document US-82-6-D7). 


Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the Report from the Senate Committee 
on Academic Development, (Item 2., document US-82-6-D8). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CURNIEW, THAT THE PROPOSED MAJOR IN INDUSTRIAL 
RELATIONS, (DOCUMENT US-82-6-D4, AS CORRECTED), BE 
APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE COMHENTS OF UCCC, 
(DOCUMENT US-82-6-D7), AND SCAD, (DOCUMENT US-82-6-D8). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Faculty of Arts and Science 


Dr. J. Drysdale, Assistant Dean - Curriculum, Faculty of Arts and Science, 
presented and explained the proposed B.A. Major in Bio logy; the 
B.A.Major in Language and Translation (French and English); the B.Sc. 
Specialization in Geology-Physics; the B.Sc., Specialization in 
Geology-Chemistry; and the B.Sc. Specialization. in Resource Analysis and 
Land Use, (document US-82-6-D5). Prof. Whitelaw presented and 
explained the Report from UCCC, /9 (Section D., pages 2,3, and 4, 
document US-82-6-D7). With respect to the proposed B.A.Major in 
Biology, he drew Senate's attention to the Committee's concerns, noted in 
Section D., item 1., 4., page 3, that students in the ILA-programme may 
subsequently want to switch to the B.Sc. programme and that the 
programme might be perceived as providing a "back-door-entry" to Biology 
without the profil. The Committee was suggesting that there be some pretty 
clear Calendar headings in the programme, indicating what would be 
required of students who might wish to do that. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the proposed programmes were considered by the 
Committee on Academic Development, which found no resource 
implications and was recommending that they be approved, (document 
US-82-6-D8). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. BREEN, SECONDED BY DR. SINGER, 
THAT THE PROPOSED NEW PROGRAMMES IN THE FACULTY OF 
ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-82-6-D5), BE APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT 
US-82-6-D7). 


The discussion which followed centered on the proposed B.A.Major in 
Biology, with questions being raised and responded to, on the merits and 
justification of the programme. In response to a question concerning 
guarantees against the possibility of the programme being used as a 
"pack-door-entry" to the B.Sc. Major in Biology, Senate was advised that 
in order to get. a B.Sc. degree, a student must have a science profile, 


including Physics, Mathematics, Chemistry, etc., and that the policy of the 
University was that no one can graduate with a B.Sc. without that profile. 
Furthermore, under the existing policy, students have been allowed in the 
past, to switch from a B.A. to a B.Sc. programme, on the condition that all 
prerequisites, including CEGEP level courses, are satisfied before the B.Sc. 
degree is awarded. 


It was argued that the proposal sounded suspiciously like a good way to get 
more students into the Science programmes at Concordia, notwithstanding 
the difficulty which many of our Science programmes have in competing 
with McGill. Furthermore, regardless of how many times it is said that there 
are no resource implications, professors will still be required to teach these 
courses and it was argued that during this period of financial constraint, we 
should be looking more towards ways of conserving our resources. Also, 
one has not noticed any students battering down the doors of the Deans' 
Offices asking for a B.A. Major in Biology; rather, one would suspect that 
the students were more likely to be banging on doors asking for additional 
resources for the many underfunded programmes that are already available 
to them. Finally, it was argued that if we were ever going to seriously 
undertake rationalization, or take seriously the Task Force Report recently 
approved by the Arts and Science Faculty Council, or establish any 
priorities in the University, it would not be accomplished through the 
proliferation of programmes such as the B.A. Major in Biology. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY 
MR. GOTT, THAT THE B.A. MAJOR IN BIOLOGY, BE REMOVED 
FROM THE LIST OF PROGRAMMES PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-82-6-D5. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the effect of the amendment, if passed, was that 
the B.A. Major in Biology would not be approved. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
(11 in favour; 10 opposed) 


A recount of the vote on the amendment was requested. 


AS A RESULT OF THE RECOUNT, THE AMENDMENT WAS 
NOT CARRIED. 
(9 in favour, 10 opposed) 


It was charged that a number of Senators changed their vote on the recount 
and it was argued that one's interpretation of the procedure for recounting 
was that it did not allow members to change their votes. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he agreed with the above interpretation, 1.e., this 
was a recount to establish clearly what the vote had been and not an 
invitation to vote again on the amendment. He ruled that the amendment was 
carried. 


The ruling of the chair was challenged. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that those who vote in favour of the challenge will be 
voting to overturn his ruling and conversely, those who vote against the 
challenge will be voting to support his ruling. If the ruling is overturned, the 
implication was that the second vote, i.e., the recount would be the valid 
vote and the original amendment will have been defeated. 


It was stated that voting on the challenge to the ruling would pose a problem 
for those Senators who truly believed that the Chair made the right ruling 
but who nonetheless would still like to have a recount. 


A number of Senators explained why they had initially voted the way that 
they had on the amendment and why they had subsequently changed their 
votes on the recount. 


It was stated that Senate now seemed to be getting itself tied up by 
procedures and it was argued that we should not be discussing what we did 
or did not do, rather, what was important was the content, not the 
procedure, and if the procedure resulted in something that didn't work, so 
be it. Consequently, it was suggested that the amendment should be debated 
a little longer in order to shed more light on what actually Senate really 
wanted to achieve. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the tendency in Senate has always been to be as 
flexible as possible with respect to procedures. However, what he detected 
in all of this, was somewhat too much of an attempt to surreptitiously 
reverse a decision under various procedural guises. Notwithstanding the 
fact that the vote on the amendment was close and that Senate experiences 
tremendous trauma in turning down any new programme, it was 
nevertheless a legitimate decision, but it did not prevent this programme 
from being advanced on a subsequent-occasion by the Faculty of Arts and 
Science. He further explained that basically the procedure was that when a 
vote is taken, the matter is thus decided until some significant time goes 
past, i.e., the matter is decided for the particular meeting. In this instance, 
the purpose of the recount was to make certain that the vote had been 
counted correctly and he could only interpret much of the subsequent 
interventions really as an attempt to reverse the decision that was taken, 
which in his opinion was not a sound way for Senate to operate. 


Returning to the question on the floor, i.e., the challenge to the ruling of the 
Chair, Dr. O'Brien explained again that a yes vote would be to overturn the 
ruling and a no vote would be to maintain the ruling. He also explained that 
his ruling, in effect, was that the second count, 1.e., the recount, was 
invalid because clearly it had not proceeded as a recount, in that votes had 
been changed, etc. Furthermore, overturning the ruling of the Chair, would 
make the recount valid. 


THE CHALLENGE TO THE RULING OF THE CHAIR WAS VOTED 
ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED, (6 IN FAVOUR OF THE CHALLENGE; 
17 OPPOSED; 1 RECORDED ABSTENTION). 
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Dr. O'Brien advised that the ruling of the Chair has been sustained, which 
means that the amendment was carried. 


It was questioned whether the amendment was actually carried, it being 
argued that there was some uncertainty about the original vote count, and 
because of that a recount was allowed. 


However, the recount itself was faulty precisely because some people 
changed their vote. Furthermore, if there was still serious doubt about the 
initial count, we should go back to the original vote. 


It was argued that we should have the recount that had initially been asked 
for, but which apparently turned out to be invalid. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that a recount would be appropriate, if, and only if, the 
members of Senate were prepared, irrespective of their opinion on the 
merits of the B.A. Major in Biology, to vote the way they had in fact voted 
in that first ballot. If it was clearly understood that this was the basis on 
which it would be done, he would have no objection to a recount being 
taken. 


Dr. O'Brien called for a recount on the original vote on the amendment. 


AS A RESULT OF THE RECOUNT, THE AMENDMENT WAS 
CARRIED, 
(11 IN FAVOUR; 10 OPPOSED). 


Dr. O'Brien advised that what was now before Senate was a resolution 
which has been amended, the effect of which was to approve the proposed 
programmes in Arts and Science, (document US-82-6-D5), excluding the 
B.A. Major in Biology. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED, (1 RECORDED ABSTENTION). 


Dr. Drysdale presented the proposed revisions to the ESL curriculum and 
the modified programme requirements for the B. Ed. (TESL), contained in 
the Addendum to document US-82-6-D5. He advised that the two aspects 
of the proposal from the TESL Department were quite different and he 
suggested, and Senate agreed, that they be dealt with separately and that the 
modification in the programme requirements for the B. Ed. (TESL), be 
considered first. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the UCCC Report on the proposed 
modification in the programme requirements for the B. Ed. (TESQ, (Section 
D.4., page 4, document US-82-6-D7). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ADAMS, SECONDED BY DR. SINGER, 
THAT THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION IN THE PROGRAMME 
REQUIREKENTS FOR THE B. ED. (TESL), BE APPROVED, 
(ADDENDUM TO DOCUMENT US-82-6-D5). MOTION CARRIED. 
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Dr. Drysdale presented and explained the proposed revisions to the ESL 
curriculum, (Addendum to document US-82-6-D5). He particularly drew 
Senators' attention to the head note to the programme which would appear 
in the Calendar, specifying that it is the policy of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science that a maximum 6 of the proposed 12 credits, (four 3-credit course 
sequence), could be included as degree credits in a 90 credit degree 
programme. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from UCCC, (document 
US-82-6-D19). He advised that the Committee was in favour of the creation 
of the proposed sequence of four 3-credit courses and has no objection to a 
regulation that only 6 credits out of a possible total of 12, be counted 
towards the B.A., B.M., or B.Sc. degrees. However, the Committee was 
concerned with the proposal that the new courses be implemented in 
1982/83 rather than 1983/84, as would normally be the case. The 
advantages and disadvantages of implementation in 1982/83, were listed in 
items 2.1., and 2.2., page 1, document US-82-6-D19. Unfortunately, the 
Committee was unable to come up with a firm recommendation on the 
matter. 


It was suggested that procedurally Senate should deal first with the 
proposals to create the four 3-credit courses and the recommendation that 
only 6 credits of the possible total of 12 be counted towards the 90 credit 
degree programmes in Arts and Science. Senate could then consider the 
matter of the date of implementation. 


Senate agreed with the above suggestion. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED BY MS. GRIFFITHS, 
THAT THE PROPOSED FOUR 3-CREDIT ESL COURSES, THE 
ELIMINATION OF ESL C100 AND C210, AND THE REGULATION 
THAT ONLY 6 CREDITS OUT OF THE POSSIBLE TOTAL OF 12 BE 
COUNTED TOWARDS THE 90 CREDIT DEGREE PROGRAMMES IN 
ARTS AND SCIENCE, (ADDENDUM TO DOCUMENT US-82-6-D5), 
BE APPROVED. 


With respect to the limit of 6 ESL credits which could be applied towards a 
90 credit degree programme in Arts and Science, it was understood that 
insofar as students in an extended credit programme were concerned, the 
limit would be more than 6 credits. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


With respect to the date of implementation, Dr. Drysdale stated that he 
would like to underscore the primary reason for implementing the proposal 
in the Fall, 1982, in spite of the administrative and recording difficulties 
attendant to that implementation date. He advised that there were some 75 to 
80 students, the preponderance of whom were from Fine Arts and the 
balance almost entirely from the Faculty of Arts and Science, who, without 
the incentive of degree credit, would not enrol in ESL 100 in 1982/83. He 


argued that to implement the change only in June 1983/84, would mean that 
the English training needs of these students, would not be served for a year. 


Senate's attention was drawn to the disadvantages against implementation in 
1982/83, as noted in the UCCC Report, (item 2.1, page 1, document 
US-82-6-D19). 


It was stated that the main reason for postponing implementation until 
1983/84 was because of the fact that the new courses do not appear in the 
Calendar at the present time. This could well pose a problem vis-a-vis 
credits, when someone, years from now, looks back to that Calendar only 
to find that the courses are not listed. However, it was further stated that 
after having considered the pros and cons of both implementation dates, 
one's personal reaction was that more could be achieved by approving 
implementation for September, 1982, as recommended by the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council. 


It was stated that if the courses were implemented for 1982/83, but were not 
listed in the 1982/83 Calendar, it would mean, in effect, that we would have 
false documentation on what actually has taken place during that year. In 
addition, implementation in 1982/83 would create immediate difficulties for 
the Registrar's Office, beyond the problems of admission and the testing of 
students; readjustments would have to be made for students already 
registered in the existing courses; and there would be problems both with 
respect to timetables and course changes. It was argued that ad hoc changes 
for a few students, such as the kind that was being proposed, tends to 
generate problems years later. It was further stated that Registrar's Office 
has been criticized for the condition and complexities of the student record, 
but it was argued that it was exactly this type of ad hoc arrangement that 
makes the record complex and creates difficulties for the students. 


It was argued that given that there were Fine Arts students who would be 
affected by the proposed change, it should not be implemented until the Fine 
Arts Faculty Council has had an opportunity to pronounce on it; that the 
problem of retroactivity has not yet been resolved, particularly with respect 
to students who might have graduated this year, if they had been allowed to 
count ESL 100 as credit towards their programmes; that there would be 
problems with new incoming students who have already been advised that 
they must take ESL 100; and finally, that the necessary adjustments which 
would have to be made immediately to the student records, would become 
the priority item, and the current efforts to improve the entire student data 
system would be effectively put off yet once again. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DR. SINGER, 
THAT THE ESL CURRICULUM CHANGES BE IMPLEXENTED FOR 
1983/84. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


82-6-15 


82-6-16 


82-6-17 


Faculty of Fine Arts 


Prof. Gross presented and explained the proposed new programmes in the 
Faculty of Fine Arts, (document US-82-6-D6). 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from UCCC, (Section 
E., pages 5 and 6, document US-82-6-D7). 


Dr. O'Brien, in presenting the Report from the Senate Committee on 
Academic Development, (document US-82-6-D8), advised that ,the 
Committee found that the proposed developments in Fine Arts were 
appropriate and did not raise resource implications, in the sense that they 
would inevitably have to be carried out within the existing framework in 
Fine Arts. Consequently, the Committee was recommending that the 
proposed programmes be approved for implementation in 1983/84. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. FRIEDLAND, SECONDED BY DEAN 
FRENCH, THAT THE PROPOSED NEW PROGRAMMES IN FINE 
ARTS, (DOCUMENT US-82-6-D6), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO 
THE COMMENTS OF UCCC, (SECTION E., DOCUMENT 
US-82-6-D6). MOTION CARRIED. 


The meeting adjourned at 12:30 p.m. for lunch and reconvened at 1:15 p.m. 


Implementation of the M.A. Programme in Media Studies 


Dean French-explained that the M.A. Programme in Media Studies had been 
approved-by Senate in May, 1980, for submission to the Council of 
Universities. While the proposal was approved by the Council of 
Universities in April, 1981, the additional funding that was required was 
not authorized and consequently it was not feasible to implement the 
programme in 1981/82 as had been hoped. The proposal now before Senate 
was that the programme be implemented on a limited basis in September, 
1982. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT THE M.A. PROGRAMME IN MEDIA STUDIES BE 
IMPLEMENTED IN SEPTEMBER, 1982, UNDER THE CONDITIONS 
SET OUT IN THE REPORT FROM THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
ACADEMIC DEVELOPMENT, (DOCUMENT US-82-6-D9). 


Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the Report from the Senate Committee 
on Academic Development, (document US-82-6-D9). He advised that the 
Committee has considered the resource implications in great detail and while 
it appeared to the Committee that it would not be possible to implement the 
programme on a full scale, the Committee concluded that it was quite 
feasible to implement it in the partial manner being proposed by the 
Department, i.e., to implement it for a first cohort of part-time students. 
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During the brief discussion which followed, questions raised and responded 
to, centered primarily on resource implications within the Faculty of Arts 
and Science and within the Department itself. 

THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


M.A. Programme in Public Policy and Public Administration 


Dean French presented and explained the Proposed Modification to the 
M.A. Programme in Public Policy and Public Administration, (document 
US-82-6-D10). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY MR. 
PADOWICZ, THAT THE MODIFICATION TO THE M.A. 
PROGRAMME IN PUBLIC POLICY AND PUBLIC 
ADMINISTRATION, (DOCUMENT US-82-6-D1O), BE APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO THE ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL 
PROVISIONS SET OUT IN DOCUMENT US-82-6-D20. 


In response to a number of questions, Prof. E.M. Price, Chairman, Political 
Science Department, explained the background and the rationale for the 
proposed Internship Option. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


With respect to the remaining Agenda Items, Dr. O'Brien advised that there 
were some on which specific action was at least desirable at this Senate 
meeting. However, he noted that there were others where, while the topic 
was of importance, it did not necessarily follow that it should either be 
talked out completely or action taken at this meeting. In proceeding through 
the remaining Agenda, he urged Senators to keep clearly in mind the 
possibility of identifying some items where it would be appropriate simply 
to adjourn the discussion at a certain point and take the matter up again in 
September, rather than assuming that we must complete the debate on each 
and every one of these items. 


Report from the Computer Science Sub-Committee 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from the Computer 
Science Sub-Committee, (document US-82-6-D14). With respect to Section 
V - Issues -, he advised that these could be summarized under two 
headings, the first one being the whole matter of the provision of 
appropriate instruction, whether by course or by some other method, in 
order to provide students with an opportunity to gain "hands-on" experience 
in the use of computer terminals, etc., and in information retrieval. The 
other was the matter of the acquisition of both hardware and software, 
particularly hardware, which was something that was mushrooming, 
proliferating, etc., and was becoming a real problem within the University. 
This was obviously something that could not simply be taken over by the 
Computer Science Sub-Committee, particularly given the academic thrust of 
the Sub-Committee's mandate. Concerning Section VI - Recommendations, 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that item 1., which might be viewed more or less as 
a motherhood statement, was nonetheless something that should be pursued 
insofar as possible; item 2. was related to a very specific thing for which 
the-Sub-Committee would like to have Senate's backing, in terms of 
approaching Departments to find out what their plans are; item 3., which 
was a recommendation that the existing University regulations on the "use 
of computers or computer related equipment and/or services" (document 
CC-1 of Manual C of University Policies and Documents) be reviewed and 
amended where necessary so that a definitive University policy may be in 
place by October 31, 1982, was probably the most important 
recommendation and presumably Senate, if it wished to do so, could 
recommend to the Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, that this be 
followed up; the remaining recommendations consisted of some which 
again did not fall within the mandate of the Committee, and others which 
were of a more general nature where it was assumed that collaboration 
would continue. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he presumed that what the Committee would find 
useful, or what it was seeking, was Senate's endorsement of the various 
recommendations in document US-82-6-D 14, following which, the 
Committee could proceed to reflect more in some areas and send some of 
these recommendations to the appropriate spot in the University with 
Senate's backing, and ask that they be followed up. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that the above was correct, but with one exception, 
ie., the Committee would like to see recommendation 3., (page 3, 
document US-82-6-D14) forwarded immediately by Senate to the 
appropriate Officer in the University. 


The Committee was commended on its Report and the feeling was 
expressed that it had done an excellent job of indicating certain areas which 
were very quickly going to become of great concern to the University. It 
was stated that Senate should take the Report very seriously and should ask 
for specific action on the part of the Committee, in the form of much more 
definite recommendations, it being argued that the topics covered were 
topics which could rapidly lead to situations of crisis unless they were dealt 
with. With respect to Recommendations 3., 4., and 5., it was stated that 
although these were not of direct interest to Senate from an academic point 
of view, they did nevertheless affect the academic programmes. 
Consequently, it was felt that it would be advisable for Senate to request the 
Committee to look into the possibility of establishing a structure whereby 
the Computer Centre could oversee these kinds of activities, which activities 
were directly related to the competence of the Computer Centre. However, 
since these activities also have a direct relationship to the academic and 
research programmes, the Centre should be required to report its 
recommendations or actions to an academic body which would oversee this 
area of activity of the Centre. That is, while the Computer Centre should 
oversee and coordinate the hardware and software acquisitions in the 
University, the Centre should nonetheless report to an academic body, 
which would ensure that the academic interests of the University were 
respected and were paramount. It was further argued that the Centre should 


not have an absolute power over the development of the material necessary 
to support research and academic programmes; rather the Centre should be 
considered as the agency which uses its competence to do the coordination 
but which also must submit its recommendations to an academic body 
which determines the policy thereof. This was something that was going to 
become extremely important and, in fact, given the remarkable degree of 
duplication in both hardware and software that presently exists, there was 
already a problem in the University. It was also stated that another item of 
great importance, and which should be given as a directive to this 
Committee, was the whole area of computer literacy or the teaching of 
Computer Science, as related to programmes throughout the University, 
which were beyond the direct area of interest of the Computer Science 
Department. The feeling was expressed that this was something that should 
be distributed among all Departments of the University, it being argued that 
it was inappropriate for the Computer Science Department to be expected or 
to take upon itself, the overall teaching of computer science within the 
University. Furthermore, this should somehow or other be coordinated in 
such a way as to avoid duplication. With respect to computer literacy, it was 
stated that this was a question that could not be understressed. Within a few 
years we will get a generation of students who will have been trained on 
home processors, i.e., they will have been instructed to a certain extent but 
perhaps not in a particularly structured way. It was argued that students 
who have not had the opportunity to learn at home or in the CEGEPs, 
should absolutely be brought up to the same level and one would consider 
the fact that this University has the opportunity to make computer literacy 
virtually a theme among its students, both in Engineering and in Arts and 
Science, as being one way that we could develop an area of strength, 
interest, and an advance over our sister institutions, who may not yet be 
looking at this question in a particularly structured fashion. Again, insofar 
as the Recommendations were concerned, (page 3, document 
US-82-6-D14), it was argued that we should ask the Computer Science 
SubCommittee to study items 1. and 2. and come forth with 
recommendations and items 3., 4., and 5. should be studied with a view to 
creating a structure involving the Computer Centre, but subjecting the 
decisions of the Computer Centre to some academic body. Finally, it was 
stated that one considered this to be of the highest importance, both for the 
education of our students and for the place that this University can expect to 
occupy among the academic institutions in this city. 


It was stated that, as had already been noted, it was extremely difficult to 
distinguish between the academic, i.e., teaching function for computers, the 
research function for computers, and the administrative function for 
computers, be they big, small, micro, or whatever, and the feeling was 
expressed that at some point it might be worthwhile for Senate to debate the 
overall way of approaching that problem. Insofar as the Recommendations 
were concerned, it was stated that by and large they were good, but there 
were areas, for example, the purchasing of word processors (item 4., page 
3, document US-82-6-D14), where it was very difficult to find the teaching 
aspect to the point being made. Moreover we should not too hastily entrust 
anybody with a mandate to decide that everyone should be purchasing the 
same brand of word processor, and in fact this was one recommendation 


that one would not really be too keen on following up. It was further stated 
that a Task Force, chaired by one of the Assistant Vice-Rectors, 
Administration, has been looking into this matter and it was suggested that 
the report from the Task Force, if or when completed, could serve as useful 
input to whomever sets up some policy on word processors. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that from what has been said in the discussion so far, it 
was clear that the comments have only scratched the surface of a very 
complex matter. Nonetheless, Senate should decide at this point what it 
wished to do with respect to the Report, (document US-82-6-D 14). Senate 
could, if it wished to do so, attempt to discuss in detail the various issues 
raised in the Report, which would lead to, or engender new ideas as to what 
was important, etc., but which inevitably would be a very lengthy process. 
Alternatively, Senate could decide to endorse the general set of concerns 
raised in the Report and that the various Recommendations should be sent 
off to the appropriate places in the University. That is, Senate would not 
necessarily commit itself to any precise positions on these matters and 
would expect that the Sub-Committee will, in the next academic year, report 
back on these same areas, perhaps at a time and in a format that will allow a 
useful discussion to take place. In other words, Senate should either move 
to end this discussion very quickly, or decide that this was what was going 
to be discussed for the rest of the afternoon. 


It was stated that one had a lot of reservations about Senate approving "in 
principle" any document that says that a certain body in the University, such 
as the Computer Centre, regardless of its competence, should have some 
implied control or approval over the acquisition of electronic media 
equipment, such as word processors and computers. It was argued that 
equipment and technology was evolving very rapidly in this area; that 
different pieces of equipment tended to be very similar in many aspects; that 
purchasing decisions with respect to such equipment were often swayed by 
the aggressiveness of the salesman alone; and that it was very important to 
have a healthy spread of decision-making throughout the University, 
particularly in this area. 


It was suggested that probably the most constructive way to deal with this 
matter was to recognize that in fact the Report has really only scratched the 
surface and we should send a mandate back to the Committee to investigate 
these topics or alternative recommendations, which Senate could then 
debate. Insofar as computer literacy was concerned, it was stated that one 
would like to see the Committee mandated to come forward with 
recommendations and alternate models for the teaching of computer literacy 
in the University. One would also like to see a second recommendation 
proposing some kind of a structure for the execution of items 3., 4., and 5., 
(page 3, document US-82-6-D14), including the coordination of the 
acquisition of both software and hardware, such structure to be under the 
control of an academic body. 


It was stated that one would like to propose a motion to the effect that, with 
due consideration for the supervision of policies of the Computer Centre 
and to the question of computer literacy for the student body being extended 
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throughout the University, the matter be referred back to the Computer 
Science Sub-Committee for further investigation and subsequent report to 
Senate. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that such a motion, which essentially was a motion to 
refer the question, would be in order. Moreover, what was involved was a 
will to pursue these matters much further, rather than a commitment to any 
particular form or format of doing it and in that sense, such a motion might 
well serve the purposes of today's meeting. He also stated that it was his 
impression that. some of the specifics mentioned in the Report that perhaps 
should be pursued, could indeed be pursued in the interim and within that 
framework. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. FANCOTT, SECONDED BY MR. 
MURRAY, THAT THE COMPUTER SCIENCE SUB-COMMITTEE OF 
UCCC, FURTHER INVESTIGATE THE OPTIONS LAID OUT IN 
DOCUMENT US-82-6-D14 AND BE MANDATED TO: 


1) PROPOSE A STRUCTURE, INVOLVING THE TECHNICAL 
COMPETENCE OF THE COMPUTER CENTRE UNDER THE 
SUPERVISION OF AN ACADEMIC BODY, FOR THE EXECUTION OF 
ITS HARDWARE, SOFTWARE AND WORD PROCESSING 
EQUIPMENT; 


2) RECOMMEND A POLICY FOR THE TEACHING AND PROMOTION 
OF COMPUTER LITERACY IN ALL FACULTIES, INCLUDING 
PROVISIONS FOR THE CREATION, COORDINATION AND 
TEACHING OF COURSES, APPROPRIATE TO THE DIFFERENT 
ACADEMIC AREAS OF THE UNIVERSITY. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Report from the Library Committee 


Prof. Chalk, Chairman, Senate Library Committee, presented the Report 
from the Committee (document US-82-6-D12), and explained the rationale 
for the changes in the Concordia Library Circulation Policy proposed 
therein. Mr. J. Princz, Secretary of the Senate Library Committee, provided 
detailed explanations for the proposed changes to the Library Circulation 
Policy, which were being recommended by the Committee. He advised that 
Recommendation 10 - "that the policy changes be implemented in the early 
Fall of 1982", was no longer valid. He explained that although the new 
circulation "software" should be available early in the Fall, the programme 
would lack certain features which were necessary for the implementation of 
the policy and in his opinion, the earliest implementation date would 
probably be at the beginning of January, 1983. He proposed, and it was 
agreed, that Recommendation 10. be changed to - "The recommended 
policy changes be implemented as soon as technically possible". 


Issues, questions, comments, etc., which were raised and responded to 
during the discussion that ensued, included a suggested possibility of an 
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"amnesty week", either at the beginning or end of each semester, during 
which time outstanding Library items could be returned without penalty; a 
questioning of the proposed limit on the number of library items that could 
be borrowed, (Recommendation 1.,), particularly in relationship to the 
process of planning new courses; and an explanation of the proposed 
$15.00 non-recoverable processing charge for lost materials, 
(Recommendation 9.). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED BY MR. MURRAY, 
THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE CONCORDIA LIBRARY 
CIRCULATION POLICY, (DOCUMENT US-82-6-D12), BE 
APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED AS SOON AS TECHNICALLY 
POSSIBLE. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Report on Registration and Course Change Procedures 


Dr. Singer presented, explained and provided background information on 
the development of the Report on Registration and Course Change 
Procedures from the Arts and Science Faculty Council, (document 
US-82-6-Dll). He stated that in general, the feeling in the Faculty of Arts 
and Science, as reflected in the Faculty Council discussion, was that it was 
going to be very difficult to do the kind of changes proposed in the Report, 
in isolation, i.e., Arts and Science may be the Faculty that initiated this 
study, but in the long run it was hard to imagine that the Arts and Science 
Faculty would be in the twentieth century in terms of registration 
technology, while the Engineering, Commerce and Fine Arts Faculties 
would be somewhere else. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Steering Committee wished to draw Senator's 
attention to Recommendation 4, page 74, document US-82-6-Dll, which 
was perhaps of particular concern to Senate. He explained that if there was 
any action proposed for Senate at today's meeting, it was, in effect, to ask 
whether Senate agreed with the thrust of that particular Recommendation. 


With respect to Recommendation 4., Dr. Ginter, Chairman of the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council Committee on Registration and Course Change, 
advised that the Committee and the Faculty Council reached the conclusion 
that an on-line system was the only one that was going to provide the kind 
of policy flexibility that was essential for the ongoing development of 
registration and course change procedures within the University. What the 
Committee tried to do was to-recommend to Council, a structure which was 
maximally flexible for the development and implementation of policy 
options, but without actually specifying any particular policy options. It 
seemed to the Committee, from that standpoint, that not only an on-line but 
also a decentralized system, was the optimal system, particularly in terms of 
savings with respect to implementation and operating costs. He emphasized 
that the savings would be all the greater and the complexities of 
implementation would be less, to the extent that all the Faculties come to a 
coordinated understanding of the relationship between on-line and 


decentralization. This was really the point of establishing from the outset, a 
larger coordinating committee to oversee the structuring and implementation 
of a system which maximally services not only the Faculty of Arts and 
Science but also the other Faculties as well, or which is at least minimally 
adaptable to the kinds of developments which those Faculties might wish to 
undertake, (Recommendation 4., page 74, document US-82-6-Dll). He 
stressed that the restructuring of the student data system was not an 
inexpensive undertaking, ie., it was an undertaking that was both expensive 
and time consuming. Moreover, it was clear that that restructuring would go 
forward and it was of essential importance that it go forward in a manner 
that does not have to be redone for the sake of other Faculties and for the 
sake of subsequent policy development. 


Mr. K.D. Adams, University Registrar, stated that he wished to publicly 
congratulate the Committee for its Report. He expressed appreciation for the 
Committee having provided an opportunity for input from his Office, for 
having investigated the existing system in great detail, and for having 
understood the problems faced by the Registrar's Office. He advised that he 
had indicated to the Committee that he had been trying for the past several 
years to establish a committee, such as the one being proposed under 
Recommendation 4, to coordinate some of the ideas around registration and 
the student record itself. He further advised that there was a close link 
between registration and the student record and in his opinion, it would be 
more appropriate to develop both of these things together. He also felt that 
the committee, as proposed in Recommendation 4., should be slightly 
expanded to include Admissions, which was the generating force for the 
student record, and also the Treasurer's Office, in the sense of linking 
student accounts with the record. Finally, he argued that it was extremely 
important for the proposed committee to have clout insofar as its decision 
making process was concerned. Furthermore, a committee of this nature 
had to be a dedicated one and requires people who were not necessarily 
elected to the committee, but rather people who were interested in the job 
and were prepared to put a hundred-percent effort into it. 


It was stated that over the past few years, one bad become aware of a 
problem in -the University which has been caused by what was described as 
a Balkanized approach to priority setting. That is, initiatives quite often take 
off in one area, with other areas in the University being left far behind, 
resulting in such initiatives being stifled or crushed simply because there 
was no central priority setting system in the University. Consequently, one 
would urge the other Faculties, and particularly the Faculty of Commerce 
where there was a problem with academic advising because of the 
comparatively low number of full-time faculty members, to come up with 
their own initiatives in the very near future, in the areas of registration and 
academic advising. Such initiatives would enable us to develop more 
equitable and university-wide procedures, based on common priorities and 
common understandings between the Faculties. It was argued that if that 
initiative could come from the various Faculty Councils and if it could be 
supported by the senior administration in a coordinated fashion, it would be 
a useful exercise in priority setting in the crucial area of academic services. 


Concerning Recommendation 4., page 74, document US-82-6-DIl, Prof. 
Giguere argued that the establishment of such a committee was absolutely 
essential, but at the same time he stated that insofar as the proposed 
composition was concerned, he tended rather to agree more with the 
Registrar's comments. Moreover, he expressed the feeling that the 
representative from each Faculty should be the Faculty administrator who is 
directly involved with registration and student data software. That is, while 
the committee would have to make its reports known to several academic 
bodies within the University, it was nonetheless important that the people 
who have had to face all of the problems in these areas, should also be the 
ones proposing the solutions. He further advised that he agreed with the 
Registrar that this committee should not essentially be an advisory 
committee to anybody; rather it should be a committee with power to make 
decisions and if that was the case, it should be chaired by the person in the 
University who in fact has overall charge of this, in terms of the financial 
and human resources, 1.e., the Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance. 
Consequently, the committee should include the Vice-Rector, 
Administration and Finance, as chairman; either the Dean, or more 
normally, the Associate or Assistant Dean directly involved with these 
things, from each Faculty; and representatives from the other areas 
mentioned by the Registrar. Finally, he argued that such a group would 
ensure that the necessary work would get done; that reports would get 
presented to Senate and Faculty Councils; and that the necessary 
coordination would take place. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the-opinion that the version of Recommendation 4. 
which was just stated by Prof. Giguere, was probably a quite workable and 
a quite acceptable one. He further stated that in this area, as in other areas, 
the student data system has been identified as the central core problem, 
without which many other problems could not be solved and with which a 
number of other problems could be solved fairly readily, and this was 
where the registration and "on-line" concept comes into the picture. He 
explained that the University was now giving as much priority as it could to 
the development of the student information system. Furthermore, that has to 
be the highest priority and some things simply have to be set aside and not 
done, until that work could be completed. He stated that we were now 
reaching a point where things, such as an "online" registration system 
which would be compatible with the student information system, could 
begin to be visualized, but he cautioned that we were at least two years 
away from actual implementation, which, because of problems that might 
arise or the pressure of intervening priorities, could very well turn out to be 
three years. 


With respect to this Agenda Item, Dr. O'Brien suggested that the question 
before Senate was whether Senate was prepared to set up this kind of 
committee, (Recommendation 4., page 74, document US-82-6-DIl]), 
perhaps in the version proposed by Prof. Giguere, and whether Senate was 
prepared to live with the constraints that will come from that, He stated that 
these constraints will be felt by all areas of the University, including the 
administrative services in varying degrees, the Registrar's Office, and the 
Computer Centre. Moreover, he emphasized that the constraints would be 


felt just as much in the Faculties because Faculties will find that there will be 
certain things that they would like to implement, to which the answer will be 
no because it does not fit in with the evolving system for the University as a 
whole, or because it does fit in but cannot be done for another year and a 
half. He further explained that the tendency in the past has been to try to 
sub-optimize, to solve individual problems, and to make individual 
improvements, oft-times at too high an expense in terms of the total 
operation of the system. A committee of this kind could play a major role in 
changing that situation and indeed, such a committee was probably essential 
if that situation is to be changed. However, he suggested that there was no 
point in moving in that direction, without fully realizing the implications of 
doing so. He reiterated that the question before Senate was whether Senate 
was prepared to endorse taking this kind of step and living with the 
consequences, in the expectation that over the next three years it would 
produce a substantial improvement, in the process of going to an "on-line" 
system. 


Mr. Murray stated that he would like to ask Prof. Giguere to put his version 
of the proposed committee, (Recommendation 4., page 74, document 
US-82-6-D1]), in the form of a motion, which he was prepared to second, 
but with the assumption that the committee would include, as was normal 
practice, two students. He would also like to see added to the motion, a 
stipulation that this be made the primal and most important priority in the 
academic services area over the next two years, in terms of work energy and 
allocation of work in that area. 


Prof. Giguere advised that the form of the motion that he would probably 
make, was that it would be a recommendation by Senate, to the Rector, to 
establish a committee along the lines set out in Recommendation 4., page 
74, document US-82-6-DIl, including some of the comments that have been 
made by the Registrar, Mr. Murray, and himself, and with the kind of 
mandate as set out in the Recommendation. He stated that he could not be 
more specific than that, with respect to the form of the motion, because he 
had not sat down, nor thought out to the n th degree, the various comments 
that have been made. Essentially, however, it would be a recommendation 
to the Rector, taking the spirit of what was set out in Recommendation 4., 
and adding to that the various comments that have been made. He 
emphasized that this was not a committee of Senate, even though it will be 
mandated to send reports to Senate. Rather, it will be a committee which 
will have decision making power, in the sense that it will be chaired by the 
Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, who in turn reports to the Rector. 
Finally, he stated that if Senate was willing to accept that kind of a motion 
"in principle", then the Rector could table at the September 1982 meeting of 
Senate, his proposal as to what the mandate and composition of such a 
committee would be. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY MR. 
MURRAY, THAT SENATE APPROVE IN PRINCIPLE AND 
RECOMMEND TO THE RECTOR, THAT A COMMITTEE BE 
ESTABLISHED ALONG THE LINES SET OUT IN 
RECOMMENDATION 4., PAGE 74, DOCUMENT US-82-6-DIl, 
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TAKING INTO ACCOUNT THE VARIOUS COMMENTS AND 
SUGGESTIONS THAT HAVE BEEN MADE DURING THE 
DISCUSSION, WITH RESPECT TO ITS MANDATE AND 
COMPOSITION. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Report on Academic Advising - Faculty of Arts And Science 


In presenting and explaining the Report on Academic Advising, (document 
US-82-6-D15), Dr. Singer advised that the Report represented a great deal 
of work on what was regarded at least in the Faculty of Arts and Science, as 
a significant problem, i.e.., the problem of counseling students so that they 
would feel that they were being properly guided in their academic careers at 
Concordia University. He further advised that the feeling of the members of 
the Study Group on Academic Advising was that the work that they have 
done was applicable to other Faculties as well and were hoping that the 
efforts that have been put into this project, would inspire their colleagues in 
the other Faculties to similar efforts towards the adequate counseling of 
students. He emphasized that what the Study Group had suggested, and 
what in fact the Faculty Council has approved, was that academic advising 
would become compulsory for entering students, but that it be only readily 
available for students in the 2nd or 3rd year as the case may be. In 
approving that recommendation, (Recommendation 7., page 6, document 
US-82-6-D15), the Faculty Council has asked that the implementation occur 
over the next year, with a report to be made back to the Council during the 
year. 


Concerning Recommendation 11., - "that academic advising, when 
assigned, be considered an integral part of the teaching function and be 
taken into account in evaluation of performance and assignment of duties", 
Dr. O'Brien explained that this was not something which the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council could do on the basis of its own action, although 
clearly the Council could recommend that it be done. He presumed that 
since the Council has passed the Report, it was recommending that that, in 
fact, be done. Consequently, since it does not lie within purview of the 
Faculty Council, and since the Council reports to Senate, the matter has 
now been sent to Senate. As it happens, it also does not lie within the 
purview of Senate to do this particular thing and the question now was 
whether Senate wished to endorse the principle embodied in 
Recommendation 11. and send it elsewhere, which formally speaking, 
presumably would be to the Administration and to the Board of Governors. 
Also, the issue was not so much for Senate to concern itself about where the 
matter has to be dealt with, but rather whether Senate sees fit to endorse that 
Recommendation. 


It was stated that Recommendation 11 resulted from a particular concern that 
at least in the Faculty of Arts and Science, academic advising was almost 
deterred by the fact that there was no recognition given for it, 1.e., it was not 
considered as an important factor insofar as promotions, merit increases, 
and tenure were concerned. The feeling of the members of the Study Group 
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was-that academic advising, which was a complementary and somewhat 
separate function to teaching, should be recognized as an important function 
and should be considered along with the other criteria of teaching and 
research in awarding promotions, merits and tenures. It was also stated that 
the Study Group could not go much beyond that, particularly given that this 
involved an area of jurisdiction between the Faculty Association, the 
Administration, and the Board of Governors and its related functions. 
Basically, what was being asked was that Senate recommend to these 
bodies, that academic advising be considered as an important aspect and be 
taken into consideration with respect to promotions, merit, etc. 


Other issues and questions which were raised, centered on the anticipated 
number of students per academic advisor; the distinction between academic 
advising and the mechanical process of course selection, i.e., registration; 
and details of the proposed evaluation of the academic advising process, 
(Recommendation 10.), particularly with respect to who would be 
responsible for studying the evaluation information and how that 
information would be used. 


Senate was advised that the issue of academic advising has been dealt with 
in the negotiations between the University and CUFA and that the spirit 
behind Recommendation 11., was well covered by clauses already agreed to 
between the two teams. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the Report on Academic Advising, (document 
US-82-6-D15), was largely before Senate as a matter of information; 
however, he reiterated that this was a specific question on Recommendation 
11., as to whether or not Senate saw fit to endorse it. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. METHOT, SECONDED BY MR. PADOWICZ, 
THAT RECOMHENDATION 11., (PAGE 6, DOCUMENT 
US-82-6-D15), BE ENDORSED BY SENATE. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Competence in Written Expression 


Report from the Committee to Design the Form of the Tests 


Prof. Hill presented and explained the Report from the Committee 
established by Senate to design the form of the tests of competence in 
written expression, (document US-82-6-D16). 


Dr. O'Brien advised that this was an "Interim Report", in the sense that 
there were certain parts of the Report that the Committee was still working 
on. Consequently, what was before Senate at this point, was not a question 
of a final endorsement and decision on the matter, but rather it was a 
question as to whether Senate reacts favourably to the manner in which the 
matter should be approached, as outlined in the Report, (document 
US-82-6-D16). 


Senate was reminded that in approving the principle of tests of competence 
in written expression, the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council 
had requested that consideration be given to the possibility of developing 
special language courses tailored to the needs of that Faculty, which could 
be taken in place of English C211 or French C400/401, as proposed item 
1., page 1, of the Interim Report. The hope was expressed that the 
Committee would give further consideration to that possibility. 


Senate was advised that concerns-had been raised during discussions in the 
Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council, particularly with 
respect to the already existing required technical literature course. The 
feeling was also expressed that the question of the form of the tests and the 
question of courses, the passing of which would be considered equivalent 
to passing the competence test, would have to go through Faculty Councils 
again, prior to final ratification by Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. METHOT, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CURNEW, THAT THE REPORT FROM THE COMMITTEE TO 
DESIGN THE FORM OF THE TEST OF COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN 
EXPRESSION, (DOCUMENT US-82-6-D16), BE APPROVED. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that in approving the Report, it was to be understood 
that it was in the context of its being an "Interim" Report and that there 
would be a more detailed report later, on the same subject. 


It was stated that there were two issues raised in the Report. The first was 
the matter of the format of the tests of competence in written expression, 
which the Committee was mandated to report on. The other issue was the 
question of the test level which would be necessary to satisfy the graduation 
requirement, which level, according to the Committee, would be equated to 
the end of English C211, 1.e., passing English C211 with a "C" or better, 
would be equivalent to passing the test. It was stated that one was not quite 
sure whether this issue was actually included in the Committee's mandate, 
but at the same time there was certainly nothing wrong with the Committee 
addressing itself to that matter. Nonetheless, that issue posed certain 
questions, some of which were taken up in the UCCC Report concerning 
possible remedial courses in English and French, (document 
US-82-6-D18), which has been distributed for this meeting. It was 
suggested that the two issues should be separated or at least that it be clearly 
understood that what Senate would be approving in adopting the motion on 
the floor, was the format of the test and not necessarily the level to which it 
applies. 


In response to a suggestion that the Committee could have set the required 
level of competence at entry to, rather than completion of, English C211, 
which would be a lower level than what the Committee was actually 
proposing, it was explained that if the Committee had done so, it might not 
have come up with the same form of test as outlined in the Report. That is, 
the form of the test was, in fact, related to the level of competence required 
for graduation. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the point that was being made, was that if Senate 
approves the Report, it would be approving, in effect, not only a form for 
the test but also a level for the test. Furthermore, the feeling of the 
Committee is that these two issues are somewhat closely interconnected, so 
that it would not be a satisfactory thing to divide the Report into two parts. 


As a follow-up to an earlier comment concerning certain matters raised in 
the UCCC Report, (document US-82-6-D18), which interrelate with the 
question of the required level for the test of competence in written 
expression, Prof. Whitelaw cited as an example, a specific case which 
occurs in the Engineering programme. He explained that the B.Eng. 
programme contains a required course which is designed to train 
Engineering students as to how to present certain reports in an engineering 
context. The level of that course was such that a student who, upon initial 
testing, is discovered not to be able to take that course, is referred to the 
English 205/206 level. If it is decided that the required level is set at the 
completion of English C211, it would mean, in effect, that certain students 
might have to add as many as four English courses to their programme, 
including the English C211, before they could tackle the course that is a 
required part of the Engineering degree. This was one element of the whole 
question that the Faculty of Engineering wished to have referred back to 
Council, prior to ratification by Senate. 


With reference to the above, it was stated that there would really only be a 
handful of students involved. It was further argued that any student who 
completes the required Engineering course, should subsequently-be able to 
take and pass the test of competence in written expression. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that it was his impression that there was general 
satisfaction with the Report from the Sub-Committee on the Examination for 
Competence in Written Expression, (document US-82-6-D16), since, up to 
this point, there has been no negative reaction to that Report. On the other 
hand, since it was an "Interim" Report and there were other things to be 
articulated into it, he suggested that it may perhaps be premature to adopt the 
Report at this meeting. Rather, it would be more satisfactory to "receive" the 
Report, which would then become part of the record, and the actual 
adoption, in a somewhat larger context, would follow in due course. 


With respect to the proposed "C" grade level in English C211 as a 
graduation requirement, assurance was sought that, if adopted, the Faculty 
Councils and Senate would not entertain any appeals at graduation time, 
from students who fail to meet that requirement. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that in some respects the concern expressed above was 
unanswerable, but at the same time, he emphasized that that in fact was 
what Faculty Councils and Senate would be binding themselves to, by 
ultimately going in the direction proposed. 


It was suggested, given the particular needs in the Faculties of Commerce 
and Engineering, that the Committee, prior to submitting final 
recommendations to Senate, should consult with the appropriate Assistant 
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or Associate Deans, in an attempt to achieve some balance and equity 
between the types of courses and examination standards to be adopted on a 
University-wide basis, and the offerings which will be available to students 
in those particular Faculties. 


Again concern was voiced over the proposal that students will not only have 
to take and pass English C211, but they will have to pass it with a "C" 
grade or better, in order to satisfy the graduation requirement, 1.e., the 
concern was with the idea of placing a double graduation requirement on 
that one course. 


With respect to the above, Dr. O'Brien stated that setting the requirement 
not only at the English C211 level, but setting it at that level with a particular 
grade, would undoubtedly complicate the whole process of record keeping, 
graduation and decision making. It was clear that the complications that 
might arise, would have to be carefully studied before the University 
commits itself to that particular proposal and consequently it should be 
drawn to the attention of the Committee, as a potential problem, which 
should be studied and reflected upon. He also suggested that it would be 
worthwhile for Prof. Hill and Mr. Adams, University Registrar, to have a 
conversation outside the confines of this meeting, on what the difficulties 
might be. 


The mover and seconder agreed that the motion be changed to - "THAT 
THE REPORT ... BE RECEIVED". 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Report on Remedial Courses in English And French 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the UCCC Report on Remedial 
Courses in English and French, (document US-82-6-D18). He advised that 
the matter covered in the Report would evolve in the same manner as the 
work of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Examination for Competence in 
Written Expression and that no action was required by Senate at this point. 
It was agreed that the Report be tabled for information. 


Report on Non-credit Course Offerings for Senior Citizens 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Progress Report on the 
proposal for non-credit course offerings for students 55 years and over, 
which proposal had been approved in principle by Senate in January 1982. 
He stated that the proposal should perhaps be situated in the more general 
context of how we might best respond to a wider range of needs on the part 
of senior citizens, keeping in mind the fact that the University already has a 
system whereby independent students over the age of 65 are charged a 
minimal or symbolic fee, and also the existing scholarship system for 
students aged 60 or over. Finally, he advised that his conclusion was that it 
might be premature to attempt to implement something in September and 
that it might be preferable, particularly in light of the current financial 


situation, to work on the whole business and come up with a better proposal 
for the following year. 


In response to a question, Prof. Whitelaw advised that one substantial 
impediment to immediate implementation that surfaced during the 
Committee's deliberations, had to do with the whole question of how such 
students would be reported for grant purposes. He explained that if they 
were reported as independent students, the University would have to 
assume the possible loss of grant revenues by so doing. If they were not 
reported as independent students, the University would have to establish an 
appropriate category for reporting purposes, which, as it so happens, does 
not presently exist. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, also voiced concern over the question of 
classification for such students. He advised that the Special Student 
classification could possibly be utilized but this might create other problems 
for the Registrar's area, which would have to be looked at. 


It was argued that implementation of the proposal would not create any 
insurmountable administrative burdens for the University that 
implementation would be A much appreciated gesture on the part of the 
University; that all of the points raised in the Progress Report, (document 
US-82-6-D17), have been discussed in the Rector's Advisory Committee, 
where, through compromises where need be, an understanding was reached 
as to what would be acceptable and implementable; and that in the same 
spirit of compromise, the proposal be implemented in September, 1982, on 
a pilot project basis, with a limit of 40 or 50 students being placed on 
enrolment, such enrolment quota to be set by the Advisory Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. SCHIFF, SECONDED BY MR. MURRAY, 
THAT THE PROPOSAL FOR NON-CREDIT COURSE, OFFERINGS 
FOR-STUDENTS 55 YEARS OF AGE OR OVER, BE IMPLEMENTED 
AS A PILOT PROJECT IN SEPTEMBER, 1982. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the motion was to implement the proposed 
programme as a pilot programme, which presumably complied with 
whatever compromises and-adjustments of detail as may turn out to be 
necessary. He stated that there was no problem with the proposal as a 
concept of an academic programme, in that the ideas were reasonably clear. 
However, the problems that arise were exactly the same types of problems 
that Senate was involved in earlier today during the discussion on the 
proposed changes to the ESL programme. He explained that the 
University's systems operated on an 18 month cycle, in which the normal 
implementation of such a programme would not be for this coming 
September, but rather for September twelve months later. If it is decided to 
implement the proposed programme as a pilot project, he advised that that 
would constitute an additional process where ad hoc decisions and 
trade-offs would have to be made on a variety of items, which offhand, he 
did not know, could not list, or could not imagine. That is, if Senate was 
prepared to accept the consequences and the risks for whatever foul-ups 
might occur to other parts of the system, and the possible attendant bad 


publicity that might occur, the decisions would get made and the programme 
would be implemented in an ad hoc fashion. He stated however, that 
basically our systems were overloaded and he cautioned that if we keep 
adding requirements to those people in the University who were average or 
above average, insofar as competence was concerned, and who were 
already working flat out, something would have to give, and it was in this 
area that tradeoffs would have to be made. He further advised that 
increasingly, in many cases, he was advocating that the answer to be given, 
was simply not to add the overload, because the University could not take 
the risk of the whole system cracking in some unforeseeable way. 


It was suggested that adverse publicity could be avoided by good "P.R.", 
Le., in advising senior citizens that the proposed programme is available, it 
should be made clear that they would be slotted into the courses that they 
wished to take, but only if those courses are not full at the end of the 
registration period. It was also suggested that in order to avoid the problem 
of students registered in the programme, who subsequently want to change 
their registration and take the particular course for credit, it should be made 
clear in advance that this would not be permitted. 


In response, Dr. O'Brien stated that defining and making clear, in advance, 
what the conditions were for entry into the programme, was precisely what 
would require extra administrative work. He emphasized that this was a 
contestatory era and if there was any gap in the regulations, somebody 
would try to make use of it. That is, the necessary work, which was not an 
insignificant amount of work, would have to be done and to do it over the 
summer months would require time on the part of the relatively small 
number of people in the University who were sufficiently cognizant of the 
regulations, registration processes, etc., to do it. Furthermore, those 
people- also happen to be responsible for a considerable variety of other 
things that have to get done, including the registration process for next year. 
Also, as so often happens in those instances where we have a good cause, 
which everyone agrees in principle should be done, we end up not carrying 
it out with the quality that is desired, because we have overloaded those 
people in the University who have the knowledge and expertise to establish 
the necessary system. It was on these grounds that he felt obliged to draw to 
the attention of Senate, the significance of deciding to start a pilot 
programme on a crash basis. 


In response to a suggestion that students in the proposed programme should 
simply be classified as "Senior Auditors", Mr. Adams advised that the 
people in the Computer Centre would have to stop working on the new Data 
Information System and work instead on maintenance to be able to get an 
audit grade into the records. That was only one, out of a possible five or six 
items, that would have to be worked on. 


It was suggested that the Rector's Advisory Committee on Non-Programme 
Students should continue to explore the whole matter of service to senior 
citizens, and within that context, the Committee be requested to consider 
what steps would be necessary to implement the proposed programme for 


82-6-27 


non-credit course offerings for students 55 years of age and over, as a pilot 
project in January, 1983. 


It was stated that the main concern of those individuals who have devoted 
considerable time and energy to the proposed programme, was to try to get 
something off the ground at today's meeting, i.e., to get some indication 
from Senate that it was supportive of the proposal and that it would be 
worth continuing the effort to develop it. For this reason, one was in favour 
of the above suggestion. 


The mover and seconder agreed that the motion be changed to read"... BE 
IMPLEMENTED AS A PILOT PROJECT, IN JANUARY, 1983". 


It was understood that if the administrative details could be worked out 
sooner than anticipated, the proposal could be implemented prior to 
January, 1983; that the pilot project would apply only to the Faculty of Arts 
and Science; and that, in order to be consistent with already existing 
programmes for senior citizens, the pilot project might be limited to students 
65 years of age and over. That is, it was understood that the intention was 
that the motion be flexible with respect to administrative details, including 
the age stipulation. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


